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Plaintiff Peti t ioner's Responses To Respondent's Brief 
This Honorable Court should review every possible avenue the action 
undertaken by WFS Administrative Judges against the Plaintiff-Petitioner. The 
documented records tracked by WFS may not have reflected the actual actions 
and instructions they have provided to the Plaintiff. There were changes, which 
Plaintiff-Petitioner received from WFS administrative office, which he followed 
that altered his reporting format. These particular changes were construed as 
the altering of the report of weekly incomes, which were viewed as concealing 
of evidence related to work, incomes, important: in the calculating of the 
plaintiff's weekly benefits reflected in the records now possessed by WFS. As 
quoted by WFS in, "Drake v Industrial Comm's, 939 P.2dl77, 181 (Utah 
1977). This court shall review the plaintiff's complaints to understand why and 
how he stands against the alleged charges against him by WFS Administrative 
Judges. Plaintiff contested the Administrative Board finding complaining that 
the Administrative Judges did not consider the evidence provided and the 
explanation provided to the changes of the reporting of his weekly income 
beginning from July 26 th 2008, when he started working with Maxim 
Healthcare Services. 
On the 7 th and 8 th April 2010, at the Fourth District Court at Provo, Utah, 
Plaintiff-Appellant again stood before Judge Steven Hansen with Juries of 8 
white candidates, case number (091402381 ) attempted to explain the reasons 
for the changes, which they have disregarded and convicted the plaintiff. The 
sentencing is scheduled for the 18 th May 2010, but this is not new because the 
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Utah County Attorney had already convicted the Plaintiff-Petitioner, since 
December of 2008 that Plaintiff protested. 
REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 
The Petitioner-Appellant, Taniela Fakalolo Kivalu, respectfully requests oral 
i 
Argument. This appeal redressed the reporting criteria of unemployment reporting 
issues that Workforce of the State of Utah representatives believed that petitioner 
neglected to include in his weekly report where he is found of misrepresenting his 
assignments to report all work history during the weekly report entitled him the 
benefits he received, which was evaluated to should not have been paid under his 
weekly claimed, (Exhibit 13-17, pages 013-023 Transcript, Utah Security Act 35-A-
4-405(5). Further, a fraud investigation was levied on the petitioner as he is alleged to 
have been met the three criteria of committing fraud in his unemployment reporting 
claim for the periods of July 5th 2008 to October 18th 2008, (Exhibit 7, pages 007-
008, Transcript Report). The three criteria of violating the Utah Security Act 35-A-4-
405(5) include the descriptions of the criteria; Utah Security Act 35 A-4-405(5)-fraud 
intention, Utah Security Act 35A-4-406(4)-by reason of his own fault, Utah Security 
Act 35A-4-207 unemployed and earned in access of the weekly benefit. Petitioner 
was found to meet the three criteria as determined by the Workforce Appellate 
Judges based on the laws of the Utah Security Act 35 A to have met all three criteria 
and thus ruled to have him repaid the amount of $5,124.00 plus a civil penalty of the 
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same amount totaled to $10,248.00 plus a disqualification period from October 2008 
to October 2009. Petitioner appealed these decisions as indicated in Exhibit 1G, page 
031 of the Transcript, page 039 Transcript Exhibit 10. Although that the Workforce 
Appellate Law Judges claim that these alleges violation of the Utah Security Act 35 A 
by the petitioner are straightforward, petitioner claimed that these alleges violations 
are not intentional and that they are circumstantial clouded by the miss-informed of 
instructions he received from the Workforce representatives in the Provo, Utah office 
and the ambiguity of the instruction information he received. Oral discussion of the 
facts and the applicable precedent would benefit the Court. 
STATUTE AND REGULATORY PROVISIONS AT ISSUE 
Inclusive to the Statues and Rules that govern the Uniform Matters of 
Unemployment Insurance for both Federal and States whether stated or omitted in 
this documents, the rules are still applicable. The specific rules dealing with this case 
are related to the following: 
Section 35A-4-405(5), Utah Code Annotated 
Section 3 5A-4-508, Utah Code Annotated 
63G-4-403, Utah code Annotated 
Section 78A-4-103, Utah Code Annotated 
R994-406-401-403, Utah Admin. Code 
INTRODUCTION: 
Petitioner, Taniela Fakalolo Kivalu requests this writ of review that this 
Honorable Court considers that although there may be evidence alleging linkages of 
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what had happened to resembled that he intentionally failed to follow the instruction 
he was given to do in the reporting his employment activities as reflected in the 
disclosure reports pages 001 to 116. There were issues that Workforce Services 
neglected to address throughout these times that petitioner wanted to pointed out that 
the failures occurred here were not his faults. These failures come as results of 
instructions coming from the office of Workforce Services, Provo, Utah. Petitioner 
has exercised his best to obtain the appropriate instruction, which he was told to 
resort to the rules. He was told to follow the instructions provided in the latest 
information released to him as approved from his training previously disclosed 
during his work search, school enrollment, and weekly report. The school enrollment 
was approved, which was construed as meeting the requirements for work searches, 
whereby satisfied the requirements for weekly filing of report exempting that he 
discontinued filing further reports as demonstrated in the disclosures. Petitioner 
sought to clarify this issue from the Workforce Services in Provo, which resulted in 
his direction that he will be provided the instruction, but apparently did not happen. 
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In the 
COURT OF APPEAL, SALT LAKE CITY, STATE OF 
UTAH 
Taniela Fakalolo Kivalu, ET A L , ] 
Plaintiffs and Appellants, ] 
v. 
Department of Workforce Services, ET AL., 
Defendants and Respondents. ] 
i Case No: 20090583CA 
i WF Case: 09-R-00581 
) Honorable Judge: 
PLAINTIFF-PETITIONER'S RESPONSES TO 
RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 
Mr. Taniela F. Kivalu is the petitioner and appellant ProSe of Orem, Utah. He 
is a veterans of US Arm Forces, has served in the Department of the Army. He was 
discharged honorably and do not have a criminal record. He was terminated from 
his employment resulted in placing him in the environment of unemployment 
requirements. He started to follow the instructions he was given. He was approved 
for his training with Grand Canyon University, Phoenix, Arizona, and master degree 
in nursing online. Workforce Services approved his training, which should have 
exempted him from the requirements of filing continuous report asserted by 
Workforce Services. Petitioner completed the training on the 30th October of 2009. 
During the time petitioner claims unemployment benefits, he thought that since he 
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exempted him from the requirements of filing continuous report asserted by 
Workforce Services. Petitioner completed the training on the 30th October of 2009. 
During the time petitioner claims unemployment benefit 
was approved for the training, he is exempted from the' 
i 
reason, he discontinued filing the weekly report as he vVas advised. At the same 
time, he continues to submit his regular reports through the online submittance as 
he was instructed to do on the weekly bases. During th|s time, petitioner has 
{s, he thought that since he 
reporting criteria. For that 
entered and secure work, but on a temporary basis with Maxim Healthcare 
o repay the overpayments. 
Services, Murray, Utah. Petitioner did not alter the format of his report activities, 
since his training was ongoing and that his employment status was temporary. He 
was instructed from WFS from Salt Lake City WFS to dp so and wait for further 
instructions. Petitioner was at the Workforce Services o|fice attempting to clarify 
what he was doing, but apparently he was told that he would be notified in the mail, 
which he was not receiving. Petitioner was also told at tpe office that if these 
activities would create an overpayment, he would have 
As time goes on, the entitlements were exhausted, but betitioner continues to be 
unemployed, which he continued to file for unemployment benefits. Rather than 
Workforce Services answers petitioner's requests for benefit at this time for 
payments, the issue of review for fraud directing the petitioner to think in the 
direction that he should have done from the beginning. 
A. Nature of Action and Relief Sought: 
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Petitioner is the plaintiff and appellant in this action accused of committing 
acts of fraud, a malicious act filed by the Workforce Services Appellate Law Judges 
alleging that these acts met the criteria set forth by the Utah Unemployment 
Security Act 35A-4-405(5), 35A-4-207, 35A-4-406(4), 35A-4-406(5)(a), R994-508-
117, (Transcript pages 001-116). The relief sought is to include all parameters of 
the petitioners' claim in consideration in the writ of decision. 
B. Summary of Material Facts: 
(i). Workforce Services prohibit listening to any other argument request by the 
petitioner. The only issue address by the Workforce Services is directly focusing on 
prosecuting the petitioner and plaintiff on his alleged violation of the Unemployment 
Security Act 35A. Petitioner argues that he was not provided with a clear path to 
follow and that his instructions were cloudy and ambiguous. Workforce Services of 
Provo, Utah should be blamed for their failure to provide the plaintiff with the clear 
meaning of "Approved Training/' that petitioner has finally access the Rules and 
Regulations for Unemployment Security Acts by his research post accused to find 
the answers he sought in the beginning on his application, (Transcript pages 001-
116). 
(ii). Petitioner and Plaintiff, Mr. Taniela F. Kivalu signed the release that 
Workforce Services obtained from his employer, Maxim Healthcare Services history 
of his employment with them, the dates, when he begins, dates work ended, and 
wages. No other specific information other than then the disclosers requested was 
to be released. The employer terminated the petitioner, based on the allegation of 
Plaintiff-Petitioner's Responses To Respondent's Brief - 12 
fraud, which was not authorized. Workforce Services of Provo claimed that since 
the fraud issues were involved, they have the rights to disclose the sensitive 
information on the petitioner. Petitioner declined that he did not authorized to 
release such information, (Transcript pages 001-116). | 
(iii). Petitioner was injured during his employment with Maxim Healthcare 
Services. Petitioner fell at work upon exiting the facility of his last assignment 
resulted in his rendering a bilateral arthroplasty to his both knees. Maxim 
Healthcare Services declined to be involved in this industrial accident, which is 
under investigation through the Labor Commission of the State of Utah, 
(Supplemental Report Submitted Herein, Pages 001-104). 
(iv). Upon filing this appeal with the Appellate Court of Utah, Petitioner and 
Appellant Mr. Taniela F. Kivalu, was not aware of any fraud issue against him. 
I 
However, the District Attorney of Utah County filed a Summon of Fraud case upon 
him lodged with the Fourth District Court of Utah at Provo with the Case 
No.091402381 and now petitioner and plaintiff is defendant on that case, 
(Supplemental Document-Appendix No 6). 
C. Statement of Appealability: The appeal is from an appealable order and 
from an appealable judgment and is timely. The petitioner and plaintiff appeal (1) 
from a judgment entered on 2nd April, 2009 from Workforce Services Appellate 
Judge Amanda B. McPeck. Petitioner filed Notice of Appeal for Writ of Decision 
with the Appellate Court of Utah on the 21 s t July, 2009. I 
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(i). Petitioner request this Honorable Court to issue a Writ of Review by 
considering the entirety of his issues as stated in the Material Facts and his 
arguments. 
(ii). The appeal is timely in all respects. On all accounts the appeal is timely. The 
petitioner and plaintiff opening brief is originally due on November 4 th 2009. 
Petitioner filed for and approved by the Appellate Court of Utah to extent filing his 
opening brief due to the second scheduled surgery arthroplasty to his left knee, 
which was scheduled on the 3rd November, 2009. Petitioner was granted to have 
his opening brief due by December 4 th, which was extended under petitioner motion 
for a second extension to be due on the 4 th January, 2010. Petitioner had filed for a 
third extension, which was approved to be filed final and last extension to be filed 
due on the 3rd of February 2010. 
Workforce Services Arguments: 
The Workforce Arguments against the petitioner, Mr. Taniela F. Kivalu are 
based on the established electronic weekly reports, which the petitioner initiated 
after shortly he opened his claim with the Workforce Services. The first week was a 
grace periods, which no benefit was paid out. Beginning from the second weeks of 
his claims and the established track electronic reports he filed weekly, the in-
formations reported are assumed correct and proper in conformance with the 
instructions provided to the claimant. The rules and regulation, which WFS held the 
petitioner liable to is in referenced to the Unemployment Insurance Security Acts 
Section 35A with its appropriate subsections as applicable to the violation alleged 
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on the petitioner. The related Exhibits were related to in the Trial with the Fourth 
District Court on the 7th and 8th of April, 2010 presided by Judge Steven Hansen 
were; Exhibit No. 1 (Transcript P-001): Petitioner Claim for Ul Benefit June 22nd 
2008, Exhibit 5-6: Benefit Weekly Filing History; July 5™ 2008, Plaintiff answer yes 
to have receiving the Claimant Guide. The Exhibit No:7; WFS Ul Payment History 
indicated payment started from July 7th to October 19th 2008 in the amount of 
$427.00 weekly. Exhibit 8: Plaintiff application for extended benefit of Ul since he 
exhausted his original 12 weeks of benefits. Exhibit 12-13: Plaintiff wages 
information that he worked during the period of receiving benefits and had worked 
at the same time. Notices that Plaintiff should have received are shown in Exhibit 
15-23, that plaintiff objected that he did not receive; however, plaintiff responded by 
appealing the decisions proclaiming that he did not receive the notices and 
responded to the decisions by appealing because he was able to received some of 
the Final Decisions in the mail. Plaintiff and Petitioner had explained to the WFS 
Administrative Judges by appeal the reasons he did not receive the notices, which 
he indicated that he either did not receive and have access to the notices or he was 
in the Hospital Confinements with the VAMC (Veterans Medical Center) or he was 
confined to a Convalescent Hospital (Heritage Healthcare and Rehab) or he was in 
the middle of Rehabilitation Services (May 2008-Present 2010). Plaintiff-Petitioner 
fell at work with Maxim Healthcare Services and re-injured his bilateral knees, 
which resulted in total bilateral knees arthroplasty (Total Knee Replacement). 
Plaintiff lost his right knee on February 18th 2009 and his left knee on November 
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2009. From May of 2008 to present, plaintiff-petitioner had undergone 
hospitalization for total knee replacement as well as dealing with his court hearing 
with WFS. Plaintiff missed some of his scheduled hearing because he had some 
conflict with his hospitalization and court hearing. These conflicts were discussed 
with the WFS Administrative Judges. 
PETITIONER ARGUMENT: 
1. What are the bases of Workforce Services argument against the 
petitioner? 
a. The records now in the hands of the WFS Adjudication Department 
suggested that petitioner violated the rules and regulation of the Unemployment 
Security Act Section 35A. The records indicated that on the first week of his 
application, petitioner reported to WFS that he is unemployed, not actively engaged 
with employment and he reported a zero income. The first week of his report was a 
grace period and thus, there was no benefit pay to him. Additionally, petitioner 
reported that he is actively attending school. 
b. The second week of petitioner's report, he reported that he was 
working and earn money and he did continue to search for work. Petitioner claimed 
that he was notified from WFS that his report for his attending school was 
investigated and approved for a training approval. Since he was approved for 
training, he went to the WFS and questioned a WFS representative regarding the 
application of the approved training to the weekly report status he was told to go 
into the internet and answer the mandatory questions and disclosed the information 
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asked in those questions. Petitioner claimed that he was told not to do anything 
until he is instructed in the proper format of how to do his reports. He will be sent 
his instructions in the mail and that until he receives his instructions, he is to wait. 
Petitioner claimed that he asked the WFS representative, how is to receive his 
benefits if he does not receive his instructions with in tirhe? Petitioner claimed that 
he was told not continue to report any further activities until he receives his booklet 
instructions. Did petitioner pick up the booklet instruction when he was in the WFS? 
Petitioner thought he did, because he picked a booklet, which is red in color, 
(Appendix No.1: Red Book). He reported to the WFS, yes, in one of the 
questionnaires he picked up the instruction manual. Did the petitioner picked up the 
manual instruction he reported. No, he was mistaken thkt he picked up the manual. 
He was told that the manual will be sent to him in the mail. What manual did the 
petitioner picked up? Petitioner picked up, "Employer's buide to Workers 
Compensation."When did he pick up this manual? Approximately the third week of 
his visits to the WFS asking clarification of what he had to do with his weekly report. 
Did WFS send petitioner the instructional manual he is referring to here? Yes, WFS 
sent petitioner the Instructional Manual for his weekly report. Do you know when 
WFS send petitioner the manual? Yes, based on the stamp affixed by WFS mail 
room, the manual was stamped on the 3rd November, 2008. UPS date stamp 
showed their delivery date show 11/04/08, (Appendix No.2). When petitioner did 
receive the manual? Petitioner dated the booklet on the 4 th December, 2008 as he 
received the booklet. What happened between June 27th 2008 and December 4 th 
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2008? Petitioner finally received the stated manual on the 4 December, 2008. The 
reports were not followed because he was instructed that he had to wait filing the 
report until he received the manual. Petitioner was mistaken the manual he was to 
read. The red book he picked up was a wrong manual and there were no instruction 
there pertain the reporting format he was supposed to follow. Did petitioner address 
this issue with the WFS? Yes, he was continuously told to wait until he receives the 
instruction manual. Petitioner seized to report his income since he was told to wait 
until he receives the manual. When did the petitioner benefits stop? The awards 
were rewarding petitioner for 12 weeks, which was expired in October 11, 2008, 
however, WFS reported in their Exhibit No 16 that petitioner was paid started from 
September 2nd 2008 through October 18th 2008, (Exhibit No. 16, p.017 Transcript). 
Petitioner applied to extent his benefit weeks since he did not receive the 
instructional manual, (Exhibit No.8: Plaintiff Application for Extended Benefit). When 
he was denied for his extension for benefit, he appealed to the WFS Appellate 
Court. He was informed that he was overpaid and that an investigation would be 
following up with his claims because based on the information they received, he 
was not filing and disclosing his earnings. Petitioner was asked to sign a disclosure 
release, which authorized WFS to collect data relating to petitioner working history 
during the period of July 2008 to December 2008. This report is included within the 
minutes indexed and filed by WFS submitted to the Appellate Court dated 11 t h 
August, 2009. 
2. What are the petitioner answers to the Workforce Services? 
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During the Hearing set by the Attorney's for Utah County at the Fourth 
District Court, Provo Division on the 19th January 2010, witness for WFS answered 
to the petitioner Public Defender, Mat Howell, she was never met the petitioner until 
this morning of the hearing and she had never seen the petitioner before. Since the 
weekly reports reflecting there were no earning reported, petitioner continue to 
receive his weekly benefits. The witness added that since the investigation 
disclosed that petitioner worked and received earning, failed to disclose them, he 
was found to have concealed his earning, and did not follow what he was supposed 
to have reported according to the questionnaires provided in the internet 
instructions. Petitioner's responses were; he was instructed to wait until he receives 
his instruction manual. He did not input any report after he was told at the WFS 
office at Provo to wait, he will be informed what to do. Petitioner waited from July 
2008 till December 4th 2008 and finally received the instruction manual. He had 
exhausted the benefit and asked to be extended. He was denied then after 
receiving the amount of $5,124.00, which the WFS want him to re-paid back. In 
addition, he is demanded to be repaid a civil penalty of the same amount for failure 
to follow the instruction provided. The total amount to be repaid is $10,248.00 plus 
disqualification periods to run from October of 2008 and end on October of 2009. 
3. What if there are other issues that petitioner would like to address with 
WFS? 
Yes, WFS denied the petitioner to ask any other question, but the related 
issues concerning with his failures to report his work histories between July 2008 
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and December 2008. WFS has not provided the petitioner an explanation related to 
his approved training he was informed that was approved. Petitioner reported to 
WFS that he was attending school with Grand Canyon University at least half time. 
The approved training completed on October 2009. The graduation is scheduled for 
May 2nd 2010. According to the Federal Unemployment Training Program through 
Training Education Association (TEA), a candidate who is under the Unemployment 
Insurance benefits, he or she can receive benefits, engage with the approved 
training, and earn income. Candidates who are approved for unemployment 
benefits do not have to do work search, do not have to do filing weekly reports, 
providing that he or she receives the appropriate instructions from the State where 
WFS is providing instructions that pertain to approve training, 
(www.approvetraining/unempioymentinsurance/benefits/). Petitioner addressed 
these issues with WFS of Utah at the Provo Office, which he did not receive 
feedback other than the allegation against him that he failed to filed proper 
disclosure reports about his earnings, (Hearing Minutes Pages 001-115). 
4. Did the petitioner violate any rules or regulations that concern WFS? 
The Unemployment Security Acts Section 35A deals specifically with 
applicants who do not follow the guidelines provided therein. There are three 
criterions when applicants are liable to this rules and regulation, (Unemployment 
Security Acts Section 35A), (Appendix No.3: Approve Training Unemployment 
Insurance-Federal Unemployment-Approve Training). 
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1. No, WFS failed to provide petitioner timely responses to the questions 
being raised regarding what he needs to do in order to comply with the 
Unemployment Security Acts Section 35A. Petitioner was told to wait until he 
receives his instructions. Based on the evidence of the date imprinted on the 
Instruction Manual, petitioner received the instructions on December 4 th 2008, 
which WFS did not send the information until November 3rd, 2008 and UPS finally 
released the manual on the 4 th November, 2008. The record reflects that 
petitioner's 12 weeks of eligible benefits ran out sometime in September 26, 2008. 
He continues to apply for extension in September, 2008, which he was denied 
because WFS demonized him that he did not follow the instructions he was 
instructed to follow. Attached in Appendix No.3 Approved Training Federal 
Unemployment Insurance Guides explain to petitioner, he had not to do what 
WFS instructed because WFS failed to acknowledged that President Obama 
encouraged unemployment US Citizens to seek for all avenues available including 
Approved Training to continue the original approve training already existed before 
he took over the administration in 2009. Petitioner was informed by WFS that his 
training is approved; however, WFS failed to release the instruction associated with 
the Approved Training, (www.approvetraining/unemploymentinsurance/benefits/), 
See also Appendix 3 in Plaintiff-Petitioner Opening Brief. 
5. Did WFS violate any rules or regulations that concern petitioner? 
Yes, Petitioner was terminated by his current employer, Maxim Healthcare 
Services of Murray, (MHCSMU), Utah because WFS had discussed with, 
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MHCSMU fraud related issues dealing with their information collection concerning 
the petitioner work history. MHCSMU had interviewed petitioner and alerted him 
that he may be terminated related to the investigation. On the 8th of February, 2009, 
petitioner was replaced and since then, he was considered terminated by 
MHCSMU. Petitioner is filing a workman's compensation claimed against MHCSMU 
because he fell at work and injured his bilateral knees, which he was hospitalized 
from the 18th of February 2009 until present. Petitioner had a bilateral arthroplasty 
to his bilateral knees as a result of his fall. He was unemployed due to the fall and 
have faced with the hospital bill in thousands of dollars to have exceeded the sum 
claimed by the WFS that he has to repay. Petitioner believes that WFS and 
MHCSMU violated his HIPPA protection of information release by discussing 
sensitive matters not authorized to release under the authorization he signed. Thus, 
petitioner is addressing his HIPPA protection here as a matter of concern. 
Additionally, MHCSMU continues to deny compensation requested since he was 
injured. Petitioner has filed with the Labor Commission claims for compensation, 
which he is continuously denied. The petitioner denial for healthcare services and 
benefits related to the fall is another concern. WFS denied discussing this matter, 
yet they are focusing on accusing petitioner for failure to follow the instructions, he 
was instructed to follow, which they failed to provide. 
6. What relief petitioner sought in this Honorable Court? 
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Petitioner comes before this Honorable Court of Appeal for the State of Utah 
requesting an Order for Writ of Decision, reversing the decisions rendered by the 
WFS Adjudication Department. 
1. The Unemployment Insurance Security Acts Section 35A is clearly stated 
that when a claimant intentially violated these provisions and that WFS prove that 
violator is materially, intentially, and fail to comply with the instructions provided, he 
or she is guilty subject to the Section 35A. Petitioner did not intent to violate Section 
35A. WFS failed to provide him his instructions. When he asked for clarification, he 
i 
was told to wait and his instructions will be provided in the mail. The mail arrived on 
December 4 th 2008, which was too late. The Federal Unemployment Insurance 
Guide indicates that petitioner did not have to follow th^ anticipated instruction. He 
did not have to do the work search. He did not have to file the report he is accused 
of concealing. In fact the Approve Training he was informed of being approved by 
WFS, WFS failed to provide petitioner the details encouraging him to complete the 
training. The approved training with Grand Canyon University was completed on 
October 2009, which made him eligible to take the RN IJJCLEX exam for the State 
of Utah, which is set for the month of March 2010. The provision for Approved 
Training, under the Federal Unemployment Insurance Guide provides petitioner the 
extended claim for Unemployment benefits if the original awards expire. Petitioner 
claimed he is entitled for the benefits he was already awarded. He also claims that 
I 
WFS pay him the next 12 weeks of benefits provided under the extended award 
advocated and promoted by President Obama. Petitioner prays this Honorable 
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Appellate Court to dismiss their (WFS-Adjudication Department) Order to repay the 
$5,124.00. The Civil Penalty of $5,124.00 is also requested to be dismissed. The 
WFS-Adjudication Department is to be ordered to pay petitioner the sum of 
$5,124.00 as the award for his second application for Unemployment Insurance he 
was denied due to this groundless argument. Additionally, petitioner, request this 
Honorable Appellate Court to Order WFS to pay Civil Penalty of $5,124.00 
additional to petitioner for failure to follow the State and Federal guidelines 
concerning Approved Training awarded to the petitioner. The probation periods 
formally levied against the petitioner must be listed retroactive and cleared from the 
petitioner's record. 
2. WFS had refused to address petitioner's collateral issues such as 
Approve Training, Extended Unemployment Benefits, Unemployment Injuries 
Benefits, Works Compensation Benefits, HIPPA Rights Violations, and Re-
Employment Rights. Petitioner claims he was doing what he was instructed to do 
and that WFS failed to acknowledged and provide him the instructions necessary to 
provide him the guidelines to follow. The Appendices No. 1-3 is provided in 
testimony to the facts known to how petitioner's act in compliance with the 
instruction he was given. 
STANDARD OF REVIEW: 
Since the issues addressing in this petition for writ of review are concerned 
with the Unemployment Insurance Security Acts Section 35A, the alleged allegation 
proposed by the Department of Workforce (WFS), the three elements of fraud are 
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being tested here and argued for by the petitioner and the defendant. Workforce 
Services claimed that they have provided the petitioner the appropriate instructions, 
however, petitioner and defendant based on the evidence provided from the 
delivery dates posted on the Instruction Manual as Guides to the Unemployment 
Report Instructions, petitioner showed that WFS did not post the Instruction Manual 
with the UPS until November 4 th 2008. Petitioner had received the instruction 
manual on December 4 th 2008. Petitioner's benefits exhausted on or about 
September 2008, which made it incongruent for WFS to argue that they provide the 
petitioner with the Instruction Manual on time. Petition filed for unemployment 
benefits around the last week of June 2008, which the benefits he received were for 
only 12 weeks. If he received the benefits beginning the second weeks of July, 
2008, the 12 weeks would have been exhausted in or about at the end of the month 
of September, 2008. The instructions provided in the Unemployment Guides were 
received on December 4 th as claimed by the petitioner. The Standard of Review for 
this case would have been appropriate to use the Unemployment Insurance 
Security Acts Section 35A and all its applicable subsection setting forth the fraud 
allegation perpetrated by WFS, however, they cannot utilized the Unemployment 
Insurance Security Acts Section 35A because WFS failed to deliver the instruction 
to the petitioner on time. The proof based on the document that it was not delivered 
until November 4 th 2008, but the awarded weekly benefits were already exhausted. 
The petitioner have utilized the instruction provided in the Federal Unemployment 
Insurance for Approved Training, because WFS had told him that his training was 
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approved on or about after the first week he filed his claim. It explains why the 
reports were seized to continue because originally, petitioner started to file the 
report, but then discontinued which was consistent with the explanation provided. 
Thus, the standard of review was implemented without any reference to any rules 
because the instruction manual failed to arrive at the petitioner's address until 4 th 
December 2008. 
When the Plaintiff-Petitioner lodged his Notice of Complaint for Writ of 
Review with this Honorable Appellate Court of Utah, he did not conceived that there 
are any collateral action active concurrent to his Unemployment Insurance appeal 
with the Appellate Court of Utah. However, he found later that the Utah County 
District Attorney had also taken civil actions concurrent with his appellate 
procedures. The District Attorney had already convicted the plaintiff, which the court 
procedures with the Fourth District Court under the presiding of Judge Steven 
Hansen concluded on the 8th April, 2010 via 8 Jury Trial convicted the Plaintiff-
Petitioner as predetermined by the Utah District Attorney. 
Plaintiff-Petitioner disagrees with Judge Steven Hansen. Even the 
Punishment Hearing is scheduled for 18th May 2010, plaintiff-petitioner will comply 
with the Court instruction and still continue to appeal for his rights that his actions 
described herein are consistent with what he was instructed to follow. The exhibits 
has flaw, which no protest raised previously, however, examination of the 
constructed Exhibits reveal flaws that need to be brought to the attention of this 
Appellate Court. 
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Plaintiff-Petitioner day in court was not represented to the satisfaction of his 
representation. There were many new records newly surfaced on the morning of 
the defendant's day of argument, which plaintiff-petitioner was not aware of 
introducing. However, since the petitioner was publicly defended, the new discovery 
was allowed to discredit the petitioner's credibility as a honest person and that he 
was penalized before for the same cause. Plaintiff prays that this appellate court 
would look into this issue to determine whether Judge Steven Hansen allowing this 
document may be appropriate to allow it to be submitted and be used during his 
day of testimony. 
The city of Provo and Orem consist of mixed population, which to include a 
mixture of White, Black, Polynesian, Asian, Native American, and others. The 
components of the Plaintiffs Jury Trial consisted of about 80% White, 10% Spanish 
and 10% unknown. Plaintiff-Petitioner believes that even he is a citizen of the 
United States and a Veteran of the US Arm Forces; he should have been 
represented by 10-20% of the Jury Components. Plaintiff-Appellant has not criminal 
records with the community he lives in and believes he is entitled to the fair 
treatments of the makeup of the judicial decisions of his trial. Petitioner-Plaintiff 
ethnic makeup representation on his Jury Composition was totally ignored by this 
Court and thus, plaintiff prays this Appellate Court would consider. 
Plaintiff-Petitioner asking for public defendant does not construed thaThe 
gives up his rights to settled for what is available in view of his accused and the 
manner of his representation. The District Attorney of the Utah County contracted 
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with private law firms for their services, which one of the attorneys was assigned to 
the Plaintiff-Petitioner. Three attorneys refused to represent the plaintiffs views of 
his representation. Paul Dodd, Attorney at Law stated, "This is my second case to 
represent in public defendant." If I am allowed to take what is available, just to be 
represented, fine, it is one rationality. But, to be represented as in defending on the 
alleged conviction of criminal acts as in my case, I request that the services be 
more considerable with the preparation, attorney-client preparation and contact. I 
felt like that I am treated like a left over sandwich to be visited only as the last resort 
when the attorney has nothing else to do. I am a Veteran of the US Arm Forces. I 
have wrecked my health in defense of the Constitution we believe in this great 
Nation. I demanded the services equitable to the services I rendered and be treated 
as a citizen, not criminal. 
7. Conclusions: 
The District Attorney for the Utah County argued that Plaintiff-Petitioner failed 
to Marshaled the evidence in support of the finding. Quoted in the case of 
Crookston v. Fire Ins. Exch., 817 P.2d 789, 800 (Utah 1991). The evidence 
provided by WFS is constructed, which they are not the actual. Plaintiff-Defendant 
pointed out, the dates are not original and they may not represent some of the 
actual dates. For example, Exhibit 5 and 6, (005-006), the dates started from 
6/28/2008 to 12/22/2008. Petitioner's benefits exhausted on 9/28/2008. There was 
no reason for the plaintiff to file weekly report passed 9/28/2008. However, the 
Exhibit 5-6 reported that the reports continued to December 22, 2008. Exhibit 7 
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reported that the last deposit ended on 10/18/2008, which further indicated that 
there were no activities continued to November and December. The reports 
provided by WFS indicated that Plaintiff continued to file report up to December 
2008, are incorrect. 
1. Petitioner was following the instruction he was given. He returns to the 
WFS so that he is provided with the instruction to follow. He was told what to do, 
which is to wait until he received his instructions. The Trial on the 7th and 8th April, 
2010 with the Fourth District Court of Utah, Provo, and The Jury convicted the 
Plaintiff, however, plaintiff does not agree with the decision since the jury was not 
diversified to incorporate a representative representation of the plaintiffs 
community. 
2. Petitioner received his instruction on the 4 th December, 2009 as proved on 
the delivery date and received affixed to the documents. The District Attorney for 
the Utah County argued that since plaintiff marked yes on the questionnaires July 
5th 2008 that he had received the Guidance Booklet, he should have received the 
instruction. Plaintiff had spent an extensive time discussing the wrong guide he 
picked up. The Guidance Booklet he picked up was an Employer's Guide to 
Unemployment Insurance. It was not the Claimant Guide Booklet. Even if he picked 
up the Claimant Guide, there is not enough information there concerning Approved 
Training, which is pertinent to Plaintiffs understanding of what to do regarding 
reporting procedures and methods. 
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3. Petitioner was approved fortraining, but WFS failed to follow up and 
provide petitioner with the appropriate instruction as provided by the Federal 
Guidelines that pertain to Approved Training. 
For the reliefs sought by petitioner, petitioner Mr. Taniela F. Kivalu requests 
this Honorable Appellate Court of Utah to Order a Writ of Decision based upon its 
review of the facts presented in the Petitioner Opening Brief and grant him what 
requested as stated thereto. 
4. Plaintiff-Petitioner prays that this Honorable Appellate Court review his 
request for a Writ of Review and grant the Plaintiff-Petitioner the relief sought as 
described in his Opening Brief. Plaintiff-Petitioner prays for a decision for a Writ of 
Review. 
Submitted this day of 12th April, 2010. 
I Petitioner Signature 
Mr. Taniela F. Kivalu, ProSe 
491 North 750 East 
Provo, UT 84097 
(801)765-4962. 
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My address is stated above. I am over the age of eighteen years and represented 
ProSe. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury that this declaration is true and correct and 
was executed on the 12th April, 2010 at Orem, Utah. 
Taniela^. mvsU^rProSe 
491 North 750 East 
Orem, UT 84097 
(801)765-4962. 
ATTACHMENTS AS APPENDIX 
1. Appendix No.1: Red Book Front Cover Page with Date Received-Available in 
Opening Brief. Not Attach here. 
2. Appendix No.2: Unemployment Insurance Guide Manual with Date Marked 
Post by WFS, Date Marked Delivered by UPS, Received Dated by Petitioner-
Not Attached here-See Plaintiff-Petitioner Opening Brief. 
3. Appendix No. 3: Unemployment Insurance Approved Training Guides 
Federal Guidelines Approve Training Guides. See Petitioner Opening Brief 
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Employment and Training Administration 
Advisory System 
U.S. Department of Labor 
Washington, D.C. 20210 DATE 
May 8, 2009 
ADVISORY: TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT GUIDANCE LETTER NO. 21-08 
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TO: STATE WORKFORCE AGENCIES 
STATE WORKFORCE ADMINISTRATORS 
STATE WORKFORCE LIAISONS 
STATE AND LOCAL WORKFORCE BOARD CHAIRS AND 
DIRECTORS 
STATE LABOR COMMISSIONERS 
FROM: DOUGLAS F. SMALL /s/ 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
SUBJECT: Pell Grants and the Payment of Unemployment Benefits to Individuals in 
Approved Training 
1. Purpose. To strongly encourage states to: (1) broaden their definition of approved training 
for Unemployment Insurance (UI) beneficiaries during economic downturns, (2) notify UI 
beneficiaries of their potential eligibility for Pell Grants and other student aid, and (3) help 
individuals apply for Pell Grants through One-Stop Career Centers. 
2. References. Section 3304(a)(8) of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA); Section 
303(a)(8) of the Social Security Act (SSA); the Higher Education Act of 1965, Title IV, 
Part A, Subpart 1; 20 U.S.C. 1070a (pertaining to Pell Grants); the Workforce Investment 
Act (WIA); Draft Legislation to Implement the Employment Security Amendments of 1970 
(commonly called the "Orange Book"); and Training and Employment Notice No. 32-08. 
3. Background. President Obama recently announced that the Administration seeks to enable 
more workers to obtain job training while receiving unemployment benefits so they can 
develop their skills while the economy recovers. 
Through this advisory states are strongly encouraged to widen the types of training and the 
conditions under which education or training are considered "approved training" for 
purposes of the state's UI law during economic downturns. States are also strongly 
encouraged to notify UI beneficiaries of their potential eligibility for Pell Grants and other 
financial aid and to assist with applications. 
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The Pell Grant program is a post-secondary, educational grant program sponsored by the 
United States Department of Education. Pell Grants are awarded based on financial need 
and other factors. Many UI beneficiaries are potentially eligible for Pell Grants, and the 
Department of Education is currently undertaking a major effort to encourage student 
financial aid administrators to use the discretion available to them in determining if UI 
beneficiaries are eligible for Pell Grants. The Department of Labor (Department) requests 
state UI agencies to notify UI beneficiaries that they may qualify for Pell Grants (and other 
student aid) and give them information about how to apply. 
4. Revise Criteria for Determining if Training May be Approved. Section 3304(a)(8), FUTA, 
requires, as a condition of employers in the state receiving credit against the Federal 
unemployment tax, that— 
Compensation shall not be denied to an individual for any week 
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because he is in training with the approval of the State agency (or 
because of the application to any such week in training, of State 
law provisions relating to available for work, active search for 
work, or refusal to accept work); 
This provision was added to Federal law to assure that UI eligibility criteria, such as 
actively seeking work, are not an impediment to the individual improving his or her 
prospects of employment by participating in training. All state laws contain provisions 
implementing this requirement. When this provision was added to Federal law in 1970, the 
Department took the position that each state was free to determine what training was 
appropriate for a claimant and what criteria to use in approving training. The Department 
noted that training should be approved for a particular individual when "in general, the 
individual's present occupational situation is one which could be improved by training." 
The Department also notes that approved training also excludes individuals from the 
special work search requirements of the Extended Benefits program. 
Since the 1970's, many states have not updated their training approval requirements even 
though the labor market has significantly changed. Many states place strict limits on 
approved training, such as limiting approvals to occupational training (that is, training 
designed to lead to a specific occupation) and to situations where there is no demand for an 
individual's most recent job. Thus, for example, an individual laid-off from a fast-food 
restaurant will be denied training since fast-food jobs continue to exist. Such approaches 
limit an individual's ability to obtain skills that might lead to more secure employment and 
higher wages. 
In this time of recession, states are strongly encouraged to reconsider their laws and 
regulations, and any applicable administrative requirements, to determine if their approved 
training requirements are appropriate to the current economy. Post-secondary education 
and training are increasingly important for success in the job market. Periods of 
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unemployment, particularly in the current economic climate, provide opportunities for laidoff 
workers to develop new skills, so that employers will benefit from a skilled workforce 
when the economy recovers. In particular, states are asked to consider approval of 
programs at community colleges with job skills components, courses leading to general 
equivalency degrees, courses in adult basic education, language courses, or other courses of 
study, including degree and certificate programs, that are likely to increase the individual's 
long-term employability. (States are reminded, however, that Pell Grants are only 
available for individuals enrolled at least half-time in an undergraduate degree or certificate 
program.) 
The Department will be working with states as they review their current policies, providing 
examples of state best practices, and considering what steps can best ensure that UI 
beneficiaries have appropriate opportunities during periods of economic downturns to 
develop their skills without sacrificing their UI benefits. 
5. Notify Claimants of Availability of Pell Grants. To ensure that UI beneficiaries are aware 
of their potential eligibility for Pell Grants, states are asked to send each beneficiary a 
letter (model attached) describing the Pell Grant program, directing them to information 
about Pell Grants, and explaining that UI beneficiaries can continue to receive UI benefits 
while in training with the state's approval. The model letter provides information about 
Pell Grants and advises individuals of a new Web site, www.opportunity.gov, with Pell 
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Grant and other information. 
State UI agencies are free to modify this letter to reflect appropriate contact information 
and state UI policy. States are encouraged to tell recipients of these letters to inquire about 
available training through the One-Stop Career Center system. State UI agencies should 
ensure that both the name and address of the recipient is printed in the body of the letter. 
As soon as possible after the publication of this guidance, States should mail this letter to 
all beneficiaries who received payments of UI for the week of unemployment beginning 
May 10, 2009. Also, states should send this letter to individuals who receive first 
payments of regular compensation and those who receive payments as a result of filing an 
additional or reopened claim. The Department will advise states when such mailings are 
no longer necessary. 
6. Assist Claimants in Finding Training and Applying for Financial Aid. After receiving 
notification of Pell Grant availability, increased numbers of UI beneficiaries will likely 
seek the services of One-Stop Career Centers. The state workforce agency, local 
workforce investment areas, and One-Stop Career Centers can play a pivotal role in 
connecting UI beneficiaries to the training and services necessary for them to become 
reemployed, 
and can assist UI beneficiaries in three ways. 
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• State UI agencies and One-Stop Career Centers can coordinate strategies for serving 
UI beneficiaries to ensure that UI beneficiaries enter training that allows them to 
continue receipt of their UI compensation. For instance, in some states, training 
provided to jobseekers under WIA is automatically considered approved training for 
UI purposes. States should establish processes that minimize the burden on 
individual UI beneficiaries in establishing whether a training program is consistent 
with UI eligibility rules. As part of working with UI beneficiaries to find appropriate 
training, One-Stop Center Staff should coordinate with UI staff to secure approval of 
that training, so the individual does not later face difficulty maintaining UI eligibility 
due to training that does not qualify. 
• States should ensure that all One-Stop Career Centers are prepared to assist UI 
beneficiaries in applying for Pell Grants and other financial aid. Some One-Stop 
Career Centers already routinely assist individuals with financial aid applications. 
Others may need to establish policies, provide desk aids, or upgrade Web sites and 
materials in the One-Stop Career Centers. Individuals interested in applying for a 
Pell Grant must complete the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA). 
The Departments of Education and Labor have established a new web site, 
www.opportunity.gov, which provides useful information and links that states are 
encouraged to share. There is a considerable amount of information on applying for 
the FAFSA at www.fafsa.ed.gov, and helpful information on how to counsel 
individuals seeking federal financial aid at www.fsa4counseIors.ed.gov. 
• One-Stop Career Centers should help UI beneficiaries obtain relevant training and 
become reemployed. One-Stop Career Centers should ensure UI beneficiaries 
seeking Pell Grants have access to the full range of services available within the One-
Stop Center. UI beneficiaries may benefit from skill assessments, career guidance, 
labor market information, job search assistance, assistance in strategically choosing 
training that prepares them for job openings in their local economy, and assistance in 
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obtaining funding for that training. 
It may be appropriate to enroll UI beneficiaries in the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) 
Dislocated Worker or Adult program to access these services. An individual who meets 
WIA Dislocated Worker eligibility, whether or not she or he is enrolled in the WIA 
Dislocated Worker program, may qualify for one of the simplified needs analyses used by 
financial aid administrators to determine the student's need for federal student aid. A 
dependent student who has a parent who is a dislocated worker, or an independent student 
who is, or whose spouse is, a dislocated worker, may be eligible for one of the simplified 
needs analyses. Financial aid offices may need additional general guidance to clarify the 
definition of dislocated workers and to determine appropriate documentation of dislocated 
worker status. As the local workforce investment system is uniquely positioned to offer this 
guidance, the Department of Labor encourages local One-Stop Career Centers to respond 
to general information requests about the dislocated worker definition from financial aid 
offices, as necessary. The Department of Labor previously published information on the 
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new questions in the FAFSA that affect WIA Dislocated Workers, and how the workforce 
investment system can assist One-Stop Career Center customers and financial aid 
administrators. See Training and Employment Notice 32-08. 
7. Administrative Costs. In implementing and administering this initiative, state UI agencies 
will incur administrative costs for activities such as sending notices to beneficiaries 
(including the attached letter), responding to inquiries about eligibility, reviewing 
applications for training approval, computer programming, and overhead. Because the 
costs associated with informing claimants of their benefit rights and determining eligibility 
for UI (here, a UI training benefit) are necessary for the proper and efficient administration 
of a state's UI law, they may be charged to the UI grant consistent with Section 303(a)(8), 
SSA. 
Start-up costs (e.g., computer programming, initial wave of notification letters) will be 
addressed through the supplemental budget request (SBR) process. A separate advisory 
will provide more details and dates for submission. Ongoing administrative costs related to 
this initiative will be reported in the comments section of the quarterly UI-3 report, 
identified as such, and broken out by the following activities: postage, notification letters, 
training approval application reviews, programming, overhead, and other. 
8. Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) Statement. The public reporting burden for this third 
party dissemination is estimated to average approximately 40 hours per state including time 
for gathering and maintaining the data needed to complete the required disclosure. 
This TEGL contains a third party dissemination as it strongly encourages states to notify 
UI beneficiaries of their potential eligibility for Pell Grants and other student aid. 
According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-13), no persons are 
required to comply with a request for third party dissemination unless it displays a valid 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) control number. The Department notes that a 
Federal agency cannot conduct or sponsor a request for third party dissemination of 
information unless it is approved by OMB under the PRA, and displays a currently valid 
OMB control number, and the public is not required to respond to a third party 
dissemination of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. See 
44 U.S.C. § 3507. Also, notwithstanding any other provisions of law, no person shall be 
subject to penalty for failing to comply with a third party dissemination request that does 
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not display a currently valid OMB control number. See 44 U.S.C. § 3512. The OMB 
Control Number for this third party dissemination request is 1205-0473, which appears on 
the top right of the Draft Letter below (Attachment). 
9. Action. State administrators are requested to distribute this advisory to appropriate staff. 
10. Inquiries. Questions should be addressed to your Regional Office. 
11. Attachment. Draft Letter Advising Claimants of Pell Grants/UI Approved Training 
Attachment 
OMB Control Number 1205-0473 
Draft Letter Advising Claimants of Pell Grants/ UI Approved Training 
[Claimant name and address should be printed on letter.] 
I am writing to urge you to consider taking advantage of new opportunities for education and 
training available now to unemployed workers. 
On May 8, President Obama announced that workers like you who are getting unemployment 
insurance (UI) benefits will receive special consideration for financial aid to pay for job 
training 
or education. You may also be able to keep your UI benefits while enrolled. Studies have 
shown that workers with more education and training have more secure jobs and higher 
wages. 
Federal Pell Grant scholarships cover up to $5,350 in education and training expenses. They 
are 
accepted at nearly all universities and community colleges and many trade and technical 
schools. 
Even if you do not qualify for a Pell Grant, you may be eligible for other aid. 
Applying for financial aid and finding training are not difficult. The Departments of 
Education 
and Labor have created a single web site, www.opportunity.gov, where you can find helpful 
information. If you are interested in pursuing these opportunities, here are the steps you 
should 
take: 
• Decide what type of training best meets your needs. You may want to visit 
www.careeronestop.org or visit your local community college or One-Stop Career Center 
for help in identifying potential education and training opportunities. To locate the 
nearest One-Stop Career Center, you may call the toll free number: 1-877-US-2-JOBS (1-
877-872-5627) for assistance or visit www.servicelocator.org. [States are encouraged 
to provide the most specific information possible, including, if possible, autopopulating 
this information using zip-codes.] 
• Colleges or One-Stop Career Centers can also help you apply for Pell Grant scholarships 
and other federal financial aid. An application is also available at www .fafsa.gov or by 
calling 1-800-4FEDAID. While you will need to report last year's income when 
applying, your school can adjust your eligibility to reflect your current circumstances. 
• Finally, please contact our office at [enter UI agency phone number] in advance of 
enrolling to ensure that you can continue to receive unemployment benefits while 
enrolled in the program you have chosen. Not every training program excuses you from 
the requirement that you be seeking and available for work in order to receive 
unemployment benefits. 
2 
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Be sure to take this letter with you to the school you select. For the next 90 days, it confirms 
that 
you are an unemployment insurance beneficiary. While it does not guarantee you a Pell 
Grant, 
your school will use this letter to adjust your eligibility. After 90 days, or if you lose this letter, 
you may provide alternative evidence that you are currently receiving unemployment 
insurance, 
such as [enter state-specific example]. 
While our economy is struggling, we have an opportunity to improve workers' skills and lay 
the 
foundation for a stronger economy in the future. I encourage you to carefully consider this 
opportunity. 
4. Appendix No.4: Supplemental Report-Hospital Records of Hospital 
Treatments related to the Petitioner Surgery-Bilateral Knees Arthroplasty, 
(Pages 001-104). NOT ATTACH HERE 
5. Appendix No.5: Supplemental Report-WFS Court Transcript, Unemployment 
Insurance Hearing, (Pages 001-116). Available at Appellate Court of Appeal 
Filed on 11 August, 2009. NOT ATTACH HERE. 
6. Appendix No.6: Supplemental Document: Fourth District Court, Provo 
Division Unemployment Fraud-Overpayment Uninsurance Benefits. NOT 
ATTACH HERE 
7. Attachments of Exhibits 1-23 are available in the Transcripts 001-116. 
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